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WHITE PAPER
REGARDING THE SEATTLE CITY LIGHT STEAM PLANT

QUESTION MUST KING COUNTY TAKE ACTION REGARDING THE NEARBY
SEA 7LE CITY LIGHT STEAM PLANT

THE KING COUNTY INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT GENERALLY REFERRED TO AS BOEING FIELD

INTERNATIONAL BFI IS CONSIDERING WHETHER IT MUST TAKE ACTION REGARDING THE

GEORGETOWN STEAM PLANT LOCATED AT THE NORTH END OF ITS PROPERTY THERE IS LON9

STANDING QUESTION OF WHETHER THE PLANT POSESPOSE HAZARD TO AVIATION AND IF SO WHETHER

THE HZARD IS OF SUFFICIENT MAGNITUDE TO REQUIRE THE PLANTSPLANT REMOVAL IN SUCH CASE
OTHER QUESTIONSQUESTION ARISE INCLUDING WHO SHOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE DEMOLITION HOW
SHOULD IT BE DONE GIVEN THE PLANTSPLANT HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE AND WHERE SHOULD THE

FUNDING BE FOUND TO PAY FOR THE PROJECT

THE FOLLOWING PROVIDESPROVIDE BRIEF HISTORY OF THISTHI ISSUE AND SUMMARY OF THE ISSUESISSUE

INVOLVED

GENERALLY THE GEORGETOWN STEAM PLANT CURRENTLY OWNED BY SEATTLE CITY LIGHT NAS HAD

LONG RELATIONSHIP WITH BOEING FIELD INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AND THE AVIATION ACTIVITY WHICH IT

SUPPORTS THE PLANT IS RETIRED STEAM DRIVEN ELECTRICAL GENERATING PLANT ORIGINALLY COCSTRUCTED

IN 1906 AND IS LOCATE ON PARCEL OF LAND AT THE NORTH END OF BOEING FIELD IT ORIGINALLI WAS
COAL FIRED AND HAD TWO TALL STACKSSTACK THE LARGEST OF WHICH WAS 286 FEET TALL WITH THE

DEVELOPRRIENT OF BOEING FIELD AND CONVERSION OF THE PLANTSPLANT BOILERSBOILER TO OIL THESE WERE REPLACED

IN THE 1930S1930 WITH LOWER STRUCTURES

DESPITE THISTHI CHANGE THE STEAM PLANT IS CURRENTLY LISTED IN FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATIONSADMINISTRATION

AIRPORT OBSTRUCTION CHART DUE TO THE FACT THAT IT TRESPASSESTRESPASSE OVER THE WESTERN EDGE OF THE

AIRPORTSAIRPORT CLEAR ZONE AND EXCEEDSEXCEED THE HEIGHT LIMITATIONSLIMITATION ALLOWED FOR THE AREA THE OBSTRUCTION

POSED BY THE PLANT HAS BEEN AN ISSUE SINCE THE FOUNDING OF THE AIRPORT AND BFI OVER THE LAST

FOUR DECADESDECADE HAS PERIODICALLY CONSIDERED ACQUIRING AND DEMOLISHING THE STRUCTURE VARIETY

OF FACTORSFACTOR HOWEVER HAVE COMPLICATED THE PLANTSPLANT REMOVAL AND AS RESULT IT CONTINUESCONTINUE TO STAND

TO THISTHI DAY

CLEAR ZONE IN THE 1950S IN THE MIDI 950S950 THE CIVIL AERONAUTICSAERONAUTIC AUTHORITY THE FAASFAA
PREDECESSOR APPARENTLY REQUIRED BFI TO FORMALLY CREATE CLEAR ZONE AT THE NORTH END OF ITS

RUNWAY BECAUSE THE ZONE INCLUDED THE STEAM PLANT PROPERTY KING COUNTY ENTERED INTO

NEGOTIATIONSNEGOTIATION WITH THE CITY OF SEATTLE FOR ITS ACQUISITION COMPLICATIONSCOMPLICATION IMMEDIATELY AROSE AND

IN LETTER DATED JULY 13 1956 THE KING COUNTY PROPERTY DEPARTMENT INFORMED THE CITY THAT

WHILE IT HAD NOT CHANGED ITS ACQUISITION PLANSPLAN IT WAS WONDERING HOW TO FUND THE PROJECT IT

SEEMSSEEM THAT THE CAA HAD RECENTLY TAKEN THE POSITION THAT IT WOULD NOT PROVIDE FEDERAL MATCHING

FUNDSFUND FOR ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY PURCHASED FROM ANOTHER MUNICIPAL CORPORATION THISTHI

APPARENTLY FORESTALLED FURTHER ACTION BY THE COUNTY BUT THE STEAM PLANT AND ITS

FFECT
ON

KCSIIP4 34862



THURSDAY MARCH 09 995 033924 PM SC WAY HOUSE ASSOCIATESASSOCIATE
MPR AS 95 49PL1

PAGE OF

AVIATION SAFETY CONTINUED TO BE THE SUBJECT OF DISCUSSION DURING THE FOUR DECADES

REMOVAL AS CONDITION OF FEDERAL GRANTSGRANT IN THE 1960S IN 1965 KING COUNTY

ACCEPTED FINANCIAL GRANT FROM THE FAA PURSUANT TO GRANT AGREEMENT C618 CONDITION OF

WHICH SPECIAL CONDITION NO 11 REQUIRED THE COUNTY TO ACQUIRE TITLE TO THE STEAM PLANT BY

1969 THE COUNTY HAD NOT FULFILLED THISTHI REQUIREMENT AND WAS ADVISED BY THE FAA THAT ITS

CONTINUING FAILURE TO DO SO WOULD HAVE ADVERSE CONSEQUENCESCONSEQUENCE ON ITS RELATIONSHIP WITH THE

AGENCY LENGTHY CORRESPONDENCE THEREAFTER ENSUED BETWEEN THE COUNTY AND CITY

CONCERNING PURCHASE OF THE PROPERTY AND BETWEEN THE COUNTY AND THE FAA EVENTUALLY

RESULTING IN THE LATTER GIVING THE FORMER DEADLINE OF AUGUST 1970 FOR ACTION AFTER AU

ADDITIONAL EXCHANGE OF COMMUNICATIONSCOMMUNICATION THE FAA GRANTED THE COUNTYSCOUNTY REQUEST FOR TWO YEAR

EXTENSION DURING WHICH THE COUNTY DEVELOPED COMPREHENSIVE OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL PLAN FOR

THE AIRPORT

THISTHI PLAN DID SEVERAL THINGS FIRST IT SURVEYED ALL AVIATION HAZARDSHAZARD THEN IN EXISTENCE

CALCULATED THEIR RESPECTIVE IMPACTSIMPACT AND CONSIDERED THE FEASIBILITY OF MITIGATING EACH IN THE

CASE OF THE STEAM PLANT THE PLAN CONCLUDED THAT THE PUBLICSPUBLIC INTEREST IN RETAINING ITS ELECTRICAL

GENERATING CAPACITY OUTWEIGHED THE RELATIVELY SMALL INCREASE IN AVIATION SAFETY AND MONETARY

BENEFIT TO THE AIRPORTSAIRPORT USERSUSER WHICH ITS DEMOLITION WOULD OFFER THE PLAN DID ALLOW THAT

IH7EMOVAL OF THE STANDBY POWER PLANT SHOULD REMAIN AS DESIRABLE GOAL

HOWEVER NO DATE FOR REMOVAL WILL BE SHOWN SHOULD THE VALQE OF THISTHI STRUCTURE

CHANGE SIGNIFICANTLY OR CIRCUMSTANCESCIRCUMSTANCE CHANGE TO MAKE IT EASIER FOR THE COUNTY TO

ACQUIRE THE POWER PLANT THEN NEW FEASIBILITY STUDY WILL BE UNDERTAKEN

ONE OF THE PRINCIPAL FACTORSFACTOR WHICH MADE REMOVAL OF THE PLANT DIFFICULT WAS ITS VALUE TC THE

BONNEVILL3 POWER AUTHORITY AS BACKUP ELECTRICAL GENERATING FACILITY WHILE THE PLANI HAD NOT

BEEN IN REGULAR SERVICE SINCE WORLD WAR II AND COULD SUSTAIN ONLY LIMITED PERIODSPERIOD OF

CONTINUOUSCONTINUOU OPERATION IT NEVERTHELESSNEVERTHELES PROVIDED 21000 KW PEAK GENERATING CAPACITY DURING

POWER SHORTAGES BONNEVILLE THEREFORE PROVIDED CITY LIGHT WITH AN ANNUAL POWER CREDIT

ESTIMATED TO BE WORTH APPROXIMATELY 500000 IN ORDER TO RETAIN THISTHI RESERVE CAPACITY GIVEN

BONNEVILLESBONNEVILLE INTEREST THE FAA IF IT ATTEMPTED TO FORCE REMOVAL OF THE STEAM PLANT WOULD HAVE

HAD TO DEMONSTRATE THAT THE PLANT CONSTITUTED SERIOUSSERIOU THREAT TO THE PUBLIC SAFETY IE AS AN

AVIATION HAZARD AND THAT THE PUBLIC INTEREST SERVED BY REMOVING THAT HAZARD OUTWEIGHED THE

PUBLIC INTEREST IN RETAINING THE PLANTSPLANT ELECTRICAL GENERATING CAPACITY IT APPEARSAPPEAR THAT

OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL PLAN DEMONSTRATED THAT THISTHI WOULD BE

DIFFICULT BURDEN OF PROOF TO MEET

ANOTHER FACTOR COMPLICATING REMOVAL OF THE PLANT WAS MONEY DURING PRELIMINARY DISNUSSIONSDISNUSSION

BETWEEN THE COUNTY AND THE CITY IN EARLY 1973 THE LATTER WAS QUICK TO POINT TO THE ANNUAL

POWER CREDIT AFFORDED IT BY BONNEVILLE AND SUGGESTED THAT TEN YEAR AMORTIZATION OF THAT

AMOUNT OR 5000000 WAS AN APPROPRIATE PURCHASE PRICE FOR THE PLANT IN ADDITION TO THE

SUBSTANTIAL PURCHASE PRICE THE COST OF DEMOLITION COULD BE HIGH GIVEN THE POTENTIALLY

HAZARDOUSHAZARDOU SUBSTANCESSUBSTANCE ASSOCIATED WITH THE PLANTSPLANT SEVENTY YEARSYEAR OF INDUSTRIAL OPERATION

FINALLY IT WAS UNCLEAR WHERE MONEY WOULD COME FROM FOR ACQUISITION AND DEMOLITION KING

COUNTY PROPERTY MANAGER CHRISCHRI LOUTSISLOUTSI IN AN AUGUST 1970 LETTER TO FAA AIRPORTSAIRPORT BRANCH

CHIEF HANSHAN SPENCER POINTSPOINT OUT THAT

THE FINANCIAL SITUATION OF THE AIRPORT AND KING COUNTY IS SUCH THAT EVEN IF IT WERE

POSSIBLE TO REACH AN IMMEDIATE AGREEMENT WITH CITY LIGHT THERE ARE NOT FUNDSFUND AVAILABLE
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TO PURCHASE AND REMOVE THE BUILDING

THISTHI ASSESSMENT OF THE COUNTYSCOUNTY FINANCIAL DISABILITY WAS MADE AT TIME WHEN THE COUNTY AND

CITY WERE DISCUSSING 3000000 PURCHASE PRICE RATHER THAT THE 5000000 FIGURE WHICH THE

CITY SUGGESTED TWO AND HALF YEARSYEAR LATER THE LOUTSISLOUTSI LETTER ALSO NOTED THAT KING COUNTY

COULD ACQUIRE THE PROPERTY ONLY IF THE CITY WERE WILLING SELLER IN LIGHT OF THE FACT THAT ONE

PUBLIC BODY COULD NOT EXERCISE RIGHT OF EMINENT DOMAIN AGAINST ANOTHER

IN JULY 1973 THE FAA CONCURRED WITH THE COUNTYSCOUNTY NEWLY ADOPTED OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL PLAN

AND IN DOING SO EFFECTIVELY REVERSED IPOSITION ON THE NEED TO IMMEDIATELY ACQUIRE AND

DEMOLISH THE STEAM PLANT IT AGREED IITH THE PLANSPLAN CONCLUSION THAT REMOVAL OF THE PLANT

CONTINUED TO BE DESIRABLE GOAL BUT ACCEDED TO THE COUNTYSCOUNTY REQUEST TO AMEND THE 1965

GRANT AGREEMENT AND DELETE SPECIAL CONDITION 11 SINCE THAT TIME THE FAA FURTHER LIMITED

THE JUSTIFICATION FOR THE PLANTSPLANT REMOVAL BY DECLARING IN 1981 THAT THE PLANT WAS HAZARD TO

NAVIGATION LETTER FROM GEORGE BULEY DISCUSSED BELOW

LANDMARK DESIGNATIONSDESIGNATION IN THE 1970S EVEN THOUGH KING COUNTY HAD WON REPRIEVE

FROM THE FAASFAA STRICTURE IT CONTINUE TO DISCUSSDISCUS ACQUISITION OF THE STEAM PLANT WITH THE CITY AT

THE TIME THE PLANTSPLANT EFFICIENCY WAS CALCULATED TO BE ONE THIRD THAT OF MODERN OILFIRED PLANT

AND ITS MACHINERY MUCH OF WHICH WAS OF 19061918 VINTAGE NEEDED CONTINUED

MAINTENANCE IN ORDER TO KEEP IT IN WORKING ORDER FURTHER THE OILFIRED STEAM BOILERSBOILER DID NOT

MEET CLEAN AIR OR WATER STANDARDSSTANDARD AND CITY LIGHTSLIGHT POTENTIAL LEGAL LIABILITIESLIABILITIE WERE GROWING AS

STATE AND NATIONAL POLICY MAKERSMAKER EXPANDED LAWSLAW PROTECTING THE ENVIRONMENT

BY LATE 1977 THE NEGOTIATIONSNEGOTIATION BETWEEN THE CITY AND COUNTY WERE BEARING FRUIT AND CITY LIGHT

WAS TAKING STEPSSTEP TOWARD DISPOSING OF THE STEAM PLANT IN PREPARATION FOR THISTHI THE CITY BEGAN

DEVELOPING AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT EIS AND REQUESTED COMMENTSCOMMENT FROM

INTERESTED PARTIES AT THISTHI POINT HOWEVER ANOTHER COUNTERVAILING PUBLIC POLICY CONSIDERATION

INTERVENED TO COMPLICATE THE SALE THISTHI TIME IT INVOLVED RECOGNITION OF THE STEAM PLANTSPLANT

HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE

IN NOVEMBER 1977 THE GOVERNORSGOVERNOR ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION RECOMMENDED

THAT THE STEAM PLANT BE NOMINATED TO THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACESPLACE AND IN EARLY

1978 THE STATE OFFICE OF ARCHEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION SUBMITTED FORMAL NOMINATION

FOR THE PLANT ITS OIL TANKSTANK AND ITS MACHINERY THE FEDERAL LAWSLAW WHICH ESTABLISHED THE

NATIONAL REGISTER PROVIDED THAT PROJECTSPROJECT WHICH WERE FEDERALLY FUNDED OR LICENSED COULD NOT

ADVERSELY IMPACT THE HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF SITESSITE NOMINATED TO OR LISTED ON THE REGISTER

THISTHI POSED SERIOUSSERIOU OBSTACLESOBSTACLE TO THE STEAM PLANTSPLANT REMOVAL IN LIGHT OF THE FACT THAT KING COUNTY

WAS THE RECIPIENT OF VARIOUSVARIOU FEDERAL GRANTSGRANT NOT THE LEAST OF WHICH WERE GRANTSGRANT THROUGH THE FAA
FOR THE BENEFIT OF BOEING FIELD THE CITY SIMILARLY WAS RECIPIENT OF FEDERAL AID AND ITS CITY

LIGHT DIVISION HELD FERG LICENSE IN ORDER TO PARTICIPATE IN BONNEVILLESBONNEVILLE ELECTRICAL POWER GRID

KING COUNTY WAS APPARENTLY INITIALLY UNAWARE OF THE NOMINATION BUT WHEN IT WAS NOTIFIED BY

THAT STATE IN MID1978 IT REACTED QUICKLY KING COUNTY EXECUTIVE JOHN SPELLMAN IN JULY 28

LETTER REQUESTED THAT THE KEEPER OF THE NATIONAL REGISTER IN WASHIQGTON DC POSTPONE ACTION

ON THE NOMINATION UNTIL THE COUNTY HAD THE OPPORTUNITY TO STUDY ITS JFECT ON AIRPORT OPERATIONSOPERATION

AT BOEING FIELD DESPITE THISTHI REQUEST THE STEAM PLANT WAS EVENTUALLY PLACED ON THE REGISTER

AND SUBSEQUENTLY RECEIVED VARIOUSVARIOU OTHER HISTORIC RECOGNITIONS

ACCORDING TO CITY LIGHTSLIGHT PROPERTY MANAGER DAVID FLORESFLORE THE STEAM PLANT IS PRESENTLY LISTED

KCSIIP4 34864



TBURSDAY MARCH 09 1995 033924 PM SC WAY HOUSE ASSOCIATESASSOCIATE
MR 09 95 03 52PP1

PAGE OF

ON FIVE SEPARATE HISTORIC REGISTERSREGISTER 1
A SEATTLE CITY LANDMARK

B WASHINGTON STATE LANDMARK

C NATIONAL HISTORIC LANDMARK

D NATIONAL HISTORICAL MECHANICAL ENGINEERING LANDMARK

E NATIONAL REGISTER FOR HISTORIC PLACESPLACE

IT IS UNKNOWN WHAT THE CUMULATIVE EFFECTSEFFECT ARE OF THE LEGAL PROTECTIONSPROTECTION AFFORDED BY THESE HISTORIC

DESIGNATIONSDESIGNATION HOWEVER IT SEEMSSEEM FAIR TO CONCLUDE THAT THEY POSE SUBSTANTIAL IMPEDIMENT TO THE

PLANTSPLANT REMOVAL BY LOCAL STATE OR FEDERAL AGENCY

EIS DETERMINATIONSDETERMINATION IN 1981 THE STEAM PLANTSPLANT HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE AND THE NEED FOR ITS

POTENTIAL REMOVAL WERE CONSIDERED AS PART OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF ADAPTIVE USE

ALTERNATIVESALTERNATIVE COMPLETED IN 1981 BY CITY LIGHT THE EIS DISCUSSED FOUR ALTERNATIVESALTERNATIVE FOR THE PLANT

AND WHILE MAKING NO RECOMMENDATIONSRECOMMENDATION AS TO PREFERENCE SEEMED TO LEAN IN FAVOR OF RETAINING

THE BUILDING AND ITS CONTENTSCONTENT IN SOME FORM IT IS NOTEWORTHY THAT THE FAA THROUGH ITS PLANNING

AND PROGRAMMING BRANCH CHIEF GEORGE BULEY INCLUDED LETTER IN THE APPENDIX OF THE EIS

STATING

THAI PRESENCE OF THE BUILDING AND ASSOCIATED OIL TANK WHILE GENERALLY UNDESIRABLEA AIRPORT PLANNING STANDPOINT ARE NOT CONSIDERED BY THE FEDERAL AVIATION

ADMINISTRATION TO BE HAZARDSHAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION THEIR REMOVAL ATONE WOULD NOT RESULT IN

LOWER ALTITUDE OR VISIBILITY MINIM UMS

IN SUPPORT OF THE FAASFAA DETERMINATION THE EIS DOCUMENTSDOCUMENT THE STEAM PLANTSPLANT LOCATION ON THE

EXTREME IDYE OF THE AIRPORTSAIRPORT CLEAR ZONE AND THE MINIMAL INCREASESINCREASE IN VISIBILITY MINIMUMSMINIMUM AND

RUNWAY USABILITY
WHICH ITS REMOVAL WOULD OFFER IN CONCLUSION THE EIS CITESCITE THE DETERMINATION

BY THE COUNTY AND FAA THAT THE MARGIN OF SAFETY GAINED DOESDOE NOT JUSTIFY EXPENDITURE OF PUBLIC

FUNDSFUND FOR THE PURPOSE OF REMOVING THE STEAM PLANT

CONCLUSIONSCONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

DESPITE FOUR DECADESDECADE OF NEGOTIATIONSNEGOTIATION STUDIESSTUDIE AND PLANNING DIRECTED TOWARD ITS IMMANENT

REMOVAL THE GEORGETOWN STEAM PLANT STILL STANDSSTAND AT THE NORTH END OF BOEING FIELD CITY LIGHT

HAS REMOVED THE OIL TANK USED TO FUEL THE GENERATORSGENERATOR AS WELL AS THE NEARBY ELECTRICAL

TRANSFORMERSTRANSFORMER AND HAS ENCAPSULATING HAZARDOUSHAZARDOU ASBESTOSASBESTO IN THE BUILDINGSBUILDING INTERIOR THE

BUILDING WAS LEASED TO MUSEUM GROUP FOR SEVERAL YEARSYEAR BUT PRESENTLY SITSSIT EMPTY AND

UNUSED

AFTER COMPLETION OF THE 1981 EIS DISCUSSION ABOUT REMOVING THE PLANT HAS QUIETED BUT NOT

ENTIRELY CEASED PRESENTLY THE ISSUE IS ENTERING ITS FIFTH GENERATION AND SEEMSSEEM TO ONCE AGAIN

BE REVIVING THEREFORE THE FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATIONSRECOMMENDATION ARE OFFERED TO HELP GUIDE FUTURE

DISCUSSIONS

AT THE OUTSET BFI MUST FIRST DECIDE WHETHER THERE IS REASON TO ACQUIRE THE STEAM PLANT OR

OTHERWISE SEEK ITS ALTERATION OR REMOVAL

IF SO THE FIRST CONSIDERATION IS WHETHER THERE ARE STRONG PUBLIC POLICY REASONSREASON TO SUPPORT THE

PLANTSPLANT DEMOLITION AND WHETHER THEY SURMOUNT THOSE WHICH PRESERVE ITS HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE
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IN THISTHI REGARD AIRPORT SAFETY AND THE REMOVAL OF HAZARDSHAZARD TO AVIATION APPEAR TO BE WEAK

JUSTIFICATIONSJUSTIFICATION GIVEN THE FAASFAA NO HAZARD DETERMINATION

8FF SHOULD ALSO EXPLORE ALTERNATIVESALTERNATIVE TO DEMOLITION PARTIAL PRESERVATION OF THE PLANT HOWEVER
SUCH AS REMOVAL OF ITS MACHINERY TO AN ALTERNATIVE SITE AND DEMOLITION OF THE BUILDING APPEARSAPPEAR
TO BE UNWORKABLE GIVEN THE INTEGRATED NATURE OF THE SITESSITE NATIONAL REGISTER NOMINATION AND

THE COST OF REMOVAL AND SETUP

FISCAL CONSIDERATIONSCONSIDERATION CONTINUE TO AFFECT THE QUESTION AS WELL BY PURCHASING THE SITE BFI WILL

ACQUIRE LAND WHICH MAY PRODUCE REVENUE AND MAY CREATE EASIER ACCESSACCES TO OTHER AIRPORT LANDSLAND
AT THE NORTH END OF THE FIELD THE COST BENEFIT RATIO OF SUCH PURCHASE HOWEVER IS UNCLEAR

THE VALUE THAT CITY LIGHT PLACESPLACE ON THE PLANT AND ITS SURROUNDING ACREAGE IS PRESENTLY

UNKNOWN AND THE SITE HAS HISTORY OF POLLUTION THE PLANT ONTAINSONTAIN ASBESTOSASBESTO AND THE LAND

SURROUNDING THE PLANT AND COMPRISING THE FLUME AREA LEADING TO THE DUAMISH RIVER CONTAINSCONTAIN

EVIDENCE OF PCBSPCB AND PETROLEUMBASED HYDROCARBONS THESE FACTORSFACTOR WOULD ADD TO

PURCHASERSPURCHASER COST OF DEMOLITION AND SITE REMEDIATION

FURTHER THE DECADESOLD QUESTION OF WHERE THE MONEY WOULD COME FROM FOR ACQUISITION

DEMOLITION AND CLEAN UP REMAINSREMAIN OPEN THE FAA HAS AT VARIOUSVARIOU TIMESTIME TAKEN THE POSITION

THAT IT WOULD NOT PROVIDE GRANT FUNDSFUND FOR THE PROJECT FURTHER IN LIGHT OF KING COUNTYSCOUNTY FINANCIAL

RESPONSIBILITIESRESPONSIBILITIE NOT THE LEAST OF WHICH IS REPAIRING OR REPLACING THE KINGDOME IT IS UNLIKELY THAT

MONEY FOR THE PLANT WOULD BE AVAILABLE IN THE COUNTY BUDGET

IN CONCLUSION BFI AND KING COUNTY MUST DETERMINE WHAT DISPOSITION OF THE STEAM PLANT

ISSUE BEST SERVESSERVE ITS INTERESTSINTEREST WHETHER THE PUBLIC INTEREST SUPPORT SUCH DISPOSITION AND

WHERE THE FUNDING WILL COME FROM TO PAY FOR THE PROJECT BECAUSE OF THE CONFLICTING PUBLIC

POLICY INTERESTSINTEREST WHICH HAVE ATTACHED TO THE STEAM PLANT ISSUE OVER THE YEARSYEAR BFI SHOULD WORK

CLOSELY WITH THE FAA AND CITY LIGHT TO CRAFT PLAN OF ACTION WHICH SEEKSSEEK TO ACCOMMODATE AS

MANY OF THE INTERESTSINTEREST INVOLVED AS POSSIBLE

JGI395
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WHITE PAPER
REGARDING THE SEATTLE CITY LIGHT STEAM PLANT

QUESTION MUST KING COUNTY TAKE ACTION REGARDING THE NEARBY
SEATTLE CITY LIGHT STEAM PLANT

THE KING COUNTY INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT GENERALLY REFERRED TO AS BOEING FIELD

LNTERRATIONAL BFI IS CONSIDERING WHETHER IT MUST TAKE ACTION REGARDING THE

GEORGETOWN STEAM PLANT LOCATED AT THE NORTH END OF ITS PROPERTY THERE IS LONG

STANDING QUESTION OF WHETHER THE PLANT POSESPOSE HAZARD TO AVIATION AND IF SO WHETHER

THE HZARD IS OF SUFFICIENT MAGNITUDE TO REQUIRE THE PLANTSPLANT REMOVAL IN SUCH CASE
OTHER QUESTIONSQUESTION ARISE INCLUDING WHO SHOULD BE RESPONSIBLE FOR THE DEMOLITION HOW
SHOULD IT BE DONE GIVEN THE PLANTSPLANT HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE AND WHERE SHOULD THE

FUNDING BE FOUND TO PAY FOR THE PROJECT

THE FOLLOWING PROVIDESPROVIDE BRIEF HISTORY OF THISTHI ISSUE AND SUMMARY OF THE ISSUESISSUE
INVOLVED

GENERALLY THE GEORGETOWN STEAM PLANT CURRENTLY OWNED BY SEATTLE CITY LIGHT EIASEIA HAD

LONG RELATIONSHIP WITH BOEING FIELD INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AND THE AVIATION ACTIVITY WHICH IT

SUPPORTS THE PLANT IS RETIRED STEAM DRIVEN ELECTRICAL GENERATING PLANT ORIGINALLY CORSTRUCTED

IN 1906 ND IS LOCATE ON PARCEL OF LAND AT THE NORTH END OF BOEING FIELD IT ORIGINALI WAS
COAL FIRED AND HAD TWO TALL STACKSSTACK THE LARGEST OF WHICH WAS 286 FEET TALL WITH THE

DEVELOPMENT OF BOEING FIELD AND CONVERSION OF THE PLANTSPLANT BOILERSBOILER TO OIL THESE WERE REPLACED

IN THE 1930S1930 WITH LOWER STRUCTURES

DESPITE THISTHI CHANGE THE STEAM PLANT IS CURRENTLY LISTED IN FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATIONSADMINISTRATION

AIRPORT OBSTRUCTION CHART DUE TO THE FACT THAT IT TRESPASSESTRESPASSE OVER THE WESTERN EDGE OF THE

AIRPORTSAIRPORT CLEAR ZONE AND EXCEEDSEXCEED THE HEIGHT LIMITATIONSLIMITATION ALLOWED FOR THE AREA THE OBSTRUCTION

POSED BY THE PLANT HAS BEEN AN ISSUE SINCE THE FOUNDING OF THE AIRPORT AND BFI OVER THE LAST

FOUR DECADESDECADE HAS PERIODICALLY CONSIDERED ACQUIRING AND DEMOLISHING THE STRUCTURE VARIETY

OF FACTORSFACTOR HOWEVER HAVE COMPLICATED THE PLANTSPLANT REMOVAL AND AS RESULT IT CONTINUESCONTINUE TO STAND

TO THISTHI DAY

CLEAR ZONE IN THE 1950S IN THE MIDI 950S950 THE CMI AERONAUTICSAERONAUTIC AUTHORITY THE FAASFAA
PREDECESSOR APPARENTLY REQUIRED BFI TO FORMALLY CREATE CLEAR ZONE AT THE NORTH END OF ITS

RUNWAY BECAUSE THE ZONE INCLUDED THE STEAM PLANT PROPERTY KING COUNTY ENTERED INTO

NEGOTIATIONSNEGOTIATION WITH THE CITY OF SEATTLE FOR ITS ACQUISITION COMPLICATIONSCOMPLICATION IMMEDIATELY AROSE AND

IN LETTER DATED JULY 13 1956 THE KING COUNTY PROPERTY DEPARTMENT INFORMED THE CITY THAT
WHILE IT HAD NOT CHANGED ITS ACQUISITION PLANSPLAN IT WAS WONDERING HOW TO FUND THE PROJECT IT

SEEMSSEEM THAT THE CAA HAD RECENTLY TAKEN THE POSITION THAT IT WOULD NOT PROVIDE FEDERAL MATCHING
FUNDSFUND FOR ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY PURCHASED FROM ANOTHER MUNICIPAL CORPORATION THISTHI

APPARENTLY FORESTALLED FURTHER ACTION BY THE COUNTY BUT THE STEAM PLANT AND ITS AFFECT ON

KCSIIP4 34867



THURSDAY MARCH 091995 033924 PM SC WAY HOUSEASSOCIATESM 95 034SPM
PAGE2OF5

AVIATION SAFETY CONTINUED TO BE THE SUBJECT OF DISCUSSION DURING THE FOUR DECADES

REMOVAL AS CONDITION OF FEDERAL GRANTSGRANT IN THE 1960S IN 1965 KING COUNTY

ACCEPTED FINANCIAL GRANT FROM THE FAA PURSUANT TO GRANT AGREEMENT C618 CONDITION OF

WHICH SPECIAL CONDITION NO 11 REQUIRED THE COUNTY TO ACQUIRE TITLE TO THE STEAM PLANT BY
1969 THE COUNTY HAD NOT FULFILLED THISTHI REQUIREMENT AND WAS ADVISED BY THE FAA THAT ITS

CONTINUING FAILURE TO DO SO WOULD HAVE ADVERSE CONSEQUENCESCONSEQUENCE ON ITS RELATIONSHIP WITH THE

AGENCY LENGTHY CORRESPONDENCE THEREAFTER ENSUED BETWEEN THE COUNTY AND CITY

CONCERNING PURCHASE OF THE PROPERTY AND BETWEEN THE COUNTY AND THE FAA EVENTUALLY

RESULTING IN THE TATTER GIVING THE FORMER DEADLINE OF AUGUST 1970 FOR ACTION AFTER AN

ADDITIONAL EXCHANGE OF COMMUNICATIONSCOMMUNICATION THE FAA GRANTED THE COUNTYSCOUNTY REQUEST FOR TWO YEAR

EXTENSION DURING WHICH THE COUNTY DEVELOPED COMPREHENSIVE OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL PLAN FOR

THE AIRPORT

THISTHI PLAN DID SEVERAL THINGS FIRST IT SURVEYED ALL AVIATION HAZARDSHAZARD THEN IN EXISTENCE

CALCULATED THEIR RESPECTIVE IMPACTSIMPACT AND CONSIDERED THE FEASIBILITY OF MITIGATING EACH IN THE

CASE OF THE STEAM PLANT THE PLAN CONCLUDED THAT THE PUBLICSPUBLIC INTEREST IN RETAINING ITS ELECTRICAL

GENERATING CAPACITY OUTWEIGHED THE RELATIVELY SMALL INCREASE IN AVIATION SAFETY AND MONETARY

BENEFIT TO THE AIRPORTSAIRPORT USERSUSER WHICH ITS DEMOLITION WOULD OFFER THE PLAN DID ALLOW THAT

JHER REMOVAL OF THE STANDBY POWER PLANT SHOULD REMAIN AS DESIRABLE GOAL

HOWEVER NO DATE FOR REMOVAL WILL BE SHOWN SHOULD THE VALUE OF THISTHI STRUCTURE

CHANGE SIGNIFICANTLY OR CIRCUMSTANCESCIRCUMSTANCE CHANGE TO MAKE IT EASIER FOR THE COUNTY TO

ACQUIRE THE POWER PLANT THEN NEW FEASIBILITY STUDY WILL BE UNDERTAKEN

ONE OF THE PRINCIPAL FACTORSFACTOR WHICH MADE REMOVAL OF THE PLANT DIFFICULT WAS ITS VALUE TO THE

BONNEVILL3 POWER AUTHORITY AS BACKUP ELECTRICAL GENERATING FACILITY WHILE THE PLANT HAD NOT

BEEN IN REGULAR SERVICE SINCE WORLD WAR IL AND COULD SUSTAIN ONLY LIMITED PERIODSPERIOD OF

CONTINUOUSCONTINUOU OPERATION IT NEVERTHELESSNEVERTHELES PROVIDED 21000 KW PEAK GENERATING CAPACITY DURING

POWER SHORTAGES BONNEVILLE THEREFORE PROVIDED CITY LIGHT WITH AN ANNUAL POWER CREDIT

ESTIMATED TO BE WORTH APPROXIMATELY 500000 IN ORDER TO RETAIN THISTHI RESERVE CAPACITY GIVEN

BONNEVILLESBONNEVILLE INTEREST THE FAA IF IT ATTEMPTED TO FORCE REMOVAL OF THE STEAM PLANT WOULD HAVE

HAD TO DEMONSTRATE THAT THE PLANT CONSTITUTED SERIOUSSERIOU THREAT TO THE PUBLIC SAFETY IE AS AN

AVIATION HAZARD AND THAT THE PUBLIC INTEREST SERVED BY REMOVING THAT HAZARD OUTWEIGHED THE

PUBLIC INTEREST IN RETAINING THE PLANTSPLANT ELECTRICAL GENERATING CAPACITY IT APPEARSAPPEAR THAT THE

PROCESSPROCES OF DEVELOPING BFISBFI OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL PLAN DEMONSTRATED THAT THISTHI WOULD BE

DIFFICULT BURDEN OF PROOF TO MEET

ANOTHER FACTOR COMPLICATING REMOVAL OF THE PLANT WAS MONEY DURING PRELIMINARY DISCUSSIONSDISCUSSION

BETWEEN THE COUNTY AND THE CITY IN EARLY 1973 THE LATTER WAS QUICK TO POINT TO THE ANNUAL

POWER CREDIT AFFORDED IT BY BONNEVILLE AND SUGGESTED THAT TEN YEAR AMORTIZATION OF THAT

AMOUNT OR 5000000 WAS AN APPROPRIATE PURCHASE PRICE FOR THE PLANT IN ADDITION TO THE

SUBSTANTIAL PURCHASE PRICE THE COST OF DEMOLITION COULD BE HIGH GIVEN THE POTENTIALLY

HAZARDOUSHAZARDOU SUBSTANCESSUBSTANCE ASSOCIATED WITH THE PLANTSPLANT SEVENTY YEARSYEAR OF INDUSTRIAL OPERATION

FINALLY IT WAS UNCLEAR WHERE MONEY WOULD COME FROM FOR ACQUISITION AND DEMOLITION KING

COUNTY PROPERTY MANAGER CHRISCHRI LOUTSISLOUTSI IN AN AUGUST 1970 LETTER TO FAA AIRPORTSAIRPORT BRANCH

CHIEF HANSHAN SPENCER POINTSPOINT OUT THAT

THE FINANCIAL SITUATION OF THE AIRPORT AND KING COUNTY IS SUCH THAT EVEN IF IT WERE

POSSIBLE TO REACH AN IMMEDIATE AGREEMENT WITH CITY LIGHT THERE ARE NOT FUNDSFUND AVAILABLE
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TO PURCHASE AND REMOVE THE BUILDING

THISTHI ASSESSMENT OF THE COUNTYSCOUNTY FINANCIAL DISABILITY WAS MADE AT TIME WHEN THE COUNTY AND

CITY WERE DISCUSSING 3000000 PURCHASE PRICE RATHER THAT THE 5000000 FIGURE WHICH THE

CITY SUGGESTED TWO AND HALF YEARSYEAR LATER THE LOUTSISLOUTSI LETTER ALSO NOTED THAT KING COUNTY

COULD ACQUIRE THE PROPERTY ONLY IF THE CITY WERE WILLING SELLER IN LIGHT OF THE FACT THAT ONE

PUBLIC BODY COULD NOT EXERCISE RIGHT OF EMINENT DOMAIN AGAINST ANOTHER

IN JULY 1973 THE FAA CONCURRED WITH THE COUNTYSCOUNTY NEWLY ADOPTED OBSTRUCTION REMOVAL PLAN

AND IN DOING SO EFFECTIVELY REVERSED IT POSITION ON THE NEED TO IMMEDIATELY ACQUIRE AND

DEMOLISH THE STEAM PLANT IT AGREED WITH THE PLANSPLAN CONCLUSION THAT REMOVAL OF THE PLANT

CONTINUED TO BE DESIRABLE GOAL BUT ACCEDED TO THE COUNTYSCOUNTY REQUEST TO AMEND THE 1965

GRANT AGREEMENT AND DELETE SPECIAL CONDITION 11 SINCE THAT TIME THE FAA FURTHER LIMITED

THE JUSTIFICATION FOR THE PLANTSPLANT REMOVAL BY DECLARING IN 1981 THAT THE PLANT WAS HAZARD TO

NAVIGATION LETTER FROM GEORGE BULEY DISCUSSED BELOW

LANDMARK DESIGNATIONSDESIGNATION IN THE 1970S EVEN THOUGH KING COUNTY HAD WON REPRIEVE

FROM THE FAASFAA STRICTURE IT CONTINUE TO DISCUSSDISCUS ACQUISITION OF THE STEAM PLANT WITH THE CITY AT

THE TIME THE PLANTSPLANT EFFICIENCY WAS CALCULATED TO BE ONE THIRD THAT OF MODERN OILFIRED PLANT

AND ITS MACHINERY MUCH OF WHICH WAS OF 19061918 VINTAGE NEEDED CONTINUED

MAINTENANCE IN ORDER TO KEEP IT IN WORKING ORDER FURTHER THE OILFIRED STEAM BOILERSBOILER DID NOT

MEET CLEAN AIR OR WATER STANDARDSSTANDARD AND CITY LIGHTSLIGHT POTENTIAL LEGAL LIABILITIESLIABILITIE WERE GROWING AS

STATE AND NATIONAL POLICY MAKERSMAKER EXPANDED LAWSLAW PROTECTING THE ENVIRONMENT

BY LATE 1977 THE NEGOTIATIONSNEGOTIATION BETWEEN THE CITY AND COUNTY WERE BEARING FRUIT AND CITY LIGHT

WAS TAKING STEPSSTEP TOWARD DISPOSING OF THE STEAM PLANT IN PREPARATION FOR THISTHI THE CITY BEGAN

DEVELOPING AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT EIS AND REQUESTED COMMENTSCOMMENT FROM

INTERESTED PARTIES AT THISTHI POINT HOWEVER ANOTHER COUNTERVAILING PUBLIC POLICY CONSIDERATION

INTERVENED TO COMPLICATE THE SALE THISTHI TIME IT INVOLVED RECOGNITION OF THE STEAM PLANTSPLANT

HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE

IN NOVEMBER 1977 THE GOVERNORSGOVERNOR ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION RECOMMENDED

THAT THE STEAM PLANT BE NOMINATED TO THE NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACESPLACE AND IN EARLY

1978 THE STATE OFFICE OF ARCHEOLOGY AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION SUBMITTED FORMAL NOMINATION

FOR THE PLANT ITS OIL TANKSTANK AND ITS MACHINERY THE FEDERAL LAWSLAW WHICH ESTABLISHED THE

NATIONAL REGISTER PROVIDED THAT PROJECTSPROJECT WHICH WERE FEDERALLY FUNDED OR LICENSED COULD NOT

ADVERSELY IMPACT THE HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE OF SITESSITE NOMINATED TO OR LISTED ON THE REGISTER

THISTHI POSED SERIOUSSERIOU OBSTACLESOBSTACLE TO THE STEAM PLANTSPLANT REMOVAL IN LIGHT OF THE FACT THAT KING COUNTY

WAS THE RECIPIENT OF VARIOUSVARIOU FEDERAL GRANTSGRANT NOT THE LEAST OF WHICH WERE GRANTSGRANT THROUGH THE FAA

FOR THE BENEFIT OF BOEING FIELD THE CITY SIMILARLY WAS RECIPIENT OF FEDERAL AID AND ITS CITY

LIGHT DIVISION HELD FERG LICENSE IN ORDER TO PARTICIPATE IN BONNEVILLESBONNEVILLE ELECTRICAL POWER GRID

KING COUNTY WAS APPARENTLY INITIALLY UNAWARE OF THE NOMINATION BUT WHEN IT WAS NOTIFIED BY

THAT STATE IN MID1978 IT REACTED QUICKLY KING COUNTY EXECUTIVE JOHN SPEILMAN IN JULY 28

LETTER REQUESTED THAT THE KEEPER OF THE NATIONAL REGISTER IN WASHINGTON DC POSTPONE ACTION

ON THE NOMINATION UNTIL THE COUNTY HAD THE OPPORTUNITY TO STUDY ITS AFFECT ON AIRPORT OPERATIONSOPERATION

AT BOEING FIELD DESPITE THISTHI REQUEST THE STEAM PLANT WAS EVENTUALLY PLACED ON THE REGISTER

AND SUBSEQUENTLY RECEIVED VARIOUSVARIOU OTHER HISTORIC RECOGNITIONS

ACCORDING TO CITY LIGHTSLIGHT PROPERTY MANAGER DAVID FLORESFLORE THE STEAM PLANT IS PRESENTLY LISTED
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ON FIVE SEPARATE HISTORIC REGISTERSREGISTER

A SEATTLE CITY LANDMARK

B WASHINGTON STATE LANDMARK

C NATIONAL HISTORIC LANDMARK

D NATIONAL HISTORICAL MECHANICAL ENGINEERING LANDMARK

E NATIONAL REGISTER FOR HISTORIC PLACESPLACE

IT IS UNKNOWN WHAT THE CUMULATIVE EFFECTSEFFECT ARE OF THE LEGAL PROTECTIONSPROTECTION AFFORDED BY THESE HISTORIC

DESIGNATIONSDESIGNATION HOWEVER IT SEEMSSEEM FAIR TO CONCLUDE THAT THEY POSE SUBSTANTIAL IMPEDIMENT TO THE

PLANTSPLANT REMOVAL BY LOCAL STATE OR FEDERAL AGENCY

EIS DETERMINATIONSDETERMINATION IN 1981 THE STEAM PLANTSPLANT HISTORIC SIGNIFICANCE AND THE NEED FOR ITS

POTENTIAL REMOVAL WERE CONSIDERED AS PART OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF ADAPTIVE USE

ALTERNATIVESALTERNATIVE COMPLETED IN 1981 BY CITY LIGHT THE EIS DISCUSSED FOUR ALTERNATIVESALTERNATIVE FOR THE PLANT

AND WHILE MAKING NO RECOMMENDATIONSRECOMMENDATION AS TO PREFERENCE SEEMED TO LEAN IN FAVOR OF RETAINING

THE BUILDING AND ITS CONTENTSCONTENT IN SOME FORM IT IS NOTEWORTHY THAT THE FAA THROUGH ITS PLANNING

AND PROGRAMMING BRANCH CHIEF GEORGE BULEY INCLUDED LETTER IN THE APPENDIX OF THE EIS

STATING

THE PRESENCE OF THE BUILDING AND ASSOCIATED OIL TANK WHILE GENERALLY UNDESIRABLE FORM

AND AIRPORT PLANNING STANDPOINT ARE RIOT CONSIDERED BY THE FEDERAL AVIATION

ADMINISTRATION TO BE HAZARDSHAZARD TO AIR NAVIGATION THEIR REMOVAL ALONE WOULD NOT RESULT IN

LOUVER ALTITUDE OR VISIBILITY MINIM URNS

IN SUPPORT OF THE FAASFAA DETERMINATION THE EIS DOCUMENTSDOCUMENT THE STEAM PLANTSPLANT LOCATION ON THE

EXTREME EDGE OF THE AIRPORTSAIRPORT CLEAR ZONE AND THE MINIMAL INCREASESINCREASE IN VISIBILITY MINIMUMSMINIMUM AND

RUNWAY USEABILITY WHICH ITS REMOVAL WOULD OFFER IN CONCLUSION THE EIS CITESCITE THE DETERMINATION

BY THE COUNTY AND FAA THAT THE MARGIN OF SAFETY GAINED DOESDOE NOT JUSTIFY EXPENDITURE OF PUBLIC

FUNDSFUND FOR THE PURPOSE OF REMOVING THE STEAM PLANT

CONCLUSIONSCONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

DESPITE FOUR DECADESDECADE OF NEGOTIATIONSNEGOTIATION STUDIESSTUDIE AND PLANNING DIRECTED TOWARD ITS IMMANENT

REMOVAL THE GEORGETOWN STEAM PLANT STILL STANDSSTAND AT THE NORTH END OF BOEING FIELD CITY LIGHT

HAS REMOVED THE OIL TANK USED TO FUEL THE GENERATORSGENERATOR AS WELL AS THE NEARBY ELECTRICAL

TRANSFORMERSTRANSFORMER AND HAS ENCAPSULATING HAZARDOUSHAZARDOU ASBESTOSASBESTO IN THE BUILDINGSBUILDING INTERIOR THE

BUILDING WAS LEASED TO MUSEUM GROUP FOR SEVERAL YEARSYEAR BUT PRESENTLY SITSSIT EMPTY AND

UNUSED

AFTER COMPLETION OF THE 1981 EIS DISCUSSION ABOUT REMOVING THE PLANT HAS QUIETED BUT NOT

ENTIRELY CEASED PRESENTLY THE ISSUE IS ENTERING ITS FIFTH GENERATION AND SEEMSSEEM TO ONCE AGAIN

BE REVIVING THEREFORE THE FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATIONSRECOMMENDATION ARE OFFERED TO HELP GUIDE FUTURE

DISCUSSIONS

AT THE OUTSET BFI MUST FIRST DECIDE WHETHER THERE IS REASON TO ACQUIRE THE STEAM PLANT OR

OTHERWISE SEEK ITS ALTERATION OR REMOVAL

IF SO THE FIRST CONSIDERATION IS WHETHER THERE ARE STRONG PUBLIC POLICY REASONSREASON TO SUPPORT THE

PLANTSPLANT DEMOLITION AND WHETHER THEY SURMOUNT THOSE WHICH PRESERVE ITS HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE
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IN THISTHI REGARD AIRPORT SAFETY AND THE REMOVAL OF HAZARDSHAZARD TO AVIATION APPEAR TO BE WEAK

JUSTIFICATIONSJUSTIFICATION GIVEN THE FAASFAA NO HAZARD DETERMINATION

BFI SHOULD ALSO EXPLORE ALTERNATIVESALTERNATIVE TO DEMOLITION PARTIAL PRESERVATION OF THE PLANT HOWEVER
SUCH AS REMOVAL OF ITS MACHINERY TO AN ALTERNATIVE SITE AND DEMOLITION OF THE BUILDING APPEARSAPPEAR
TO BE UNWORKABLE GIVEN THE INTEGRATED NATURE OF THE SITESSITE NATIONAL REGISTER NOMINATION AND

THE COST OF REMOVAL AND SETUP

FISCAL CONSIDERATIONSCONSIDERATION CONTINUE TO AFFECT THE QUESTION AS WELL BY PURCHASING THE SITE SF1 WILL

ACQUIRE LAND WHICH MAY PRODUCE REVENUE AND MAY CREATE EASIER ACCESSACCES TO OTHER AIRPORT LANDSLAND

AT THE NORTH END OF THE FIELD THE COST BENEFIT RATIO OF SUCH PURCHASE HOWEVER IS UNCLEAR

THE VALUE THAT CITY LIGHT PLACESPLACE ON THE PLANT AND ITS SURROUNDING ACREAGE IS PRESENTLY

UNKNOWN AND THE SITE HAS HISTORY OF POLLUTION THE PLANT ONTAINSONTAIN ASBESTOSASBESTO AND THE LAND

SURROUNDING THE PLANT AND COMPRISING THE FLUME AREA LEADING TO THE DUAMISH RIVER CONTAINSCONTAIN

EVIDENCE OF PCBSPCB ARID PETROLEUMBASED HYDROCARBONS THESE FACTORSFACTOR WOULD ADD TO

PURCHASERSPURCHASER COST OF DEMOLITION AND SITE REMEDIATION

FURTHER THE DECADESOLD QUESTION OF WHERE THE MONEY WOULD COME FROM FOR ACQUISITION

DEMOLITION AND CLEAN UP REMAINSREMAIN OPEN THE FAA HAS AT VARIOUSVARIOU TIMESTIME TAKEN THE POSITION

THAT IT WOULD NOT PROVIDE GRANT FUNDSFUND FOR THE PROJECT FURTHER IN LIGHT OF KING COUNTYSCOUNTY FINANCIAL

RESPONSIBILITIESRESPONSIBILITIE NOT THE LEAST OF WHICH IS REPAIRING OR REPLACING THE KINGDOME IT IS UNLIKELY THAT

MONEY FOR THE PLANT WOULD BE AVAILABLE IN THE COUNTY BUDGET

IN CONCLUSION SF1 AND KING COUNTY MUST DETERMINE WHAT DISPOSITION OF THE STEAM PLANT

ISSUE BEST SERVESSERVE ITS INTERESTSINTEREST WHETHER THE PUBLIC INTEREST SUPPORT SUCH DISPOSITION AND

WHERE THE FUNDING WILL COME FROM TO PAY FOR THE PROJECT BECAUSE OF THE CONFLICTING PUBLIC

POLICY INTIRESTSINTIREST WHICH HAVE ATTACHED TO THE STEAM PLANT ISSUE OVER THE YEARSYEAR SF1 SHOULD WORK

CLOSELY WITH THE FAA AND CITY LIGHT TO CRAFT PLAN OF ACTION WHICH SEEKSSEEK TO ACCOMMODATE AS

MANY OF THE INTERESTSINTEREST INVOLVED AS POSSIBLE

JG1395
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